article, I want to add to this standard account by highlighting a passage that was noted by neither of these previous two commentators, and which is unique among those examples already brought to light, in that here Cyril follows nearly the exact wording of Jerome. Moreover, Abel and Kerrigan suggested that Cyril was dependent upon Jerome especially for his exposition of textual or historical details or of Jewish traditions, whereas the example I will consider is of an explicitly theological nature. Furthermore, I intend, secondarily, to demonstrate that the exegesis of Jerome and that of Cyril draw upon a tradition going back to Origen that saw all of Scripture as 'one book.'
This instance thus demonstrates the persisting influence of Origen's exegetical erudition in the two decades immediately following the Origenist controversy of the late fourth-century, even within circles that otherwise did not welcome certain aspects of his theology. 3 Moreover, even though all three authors emphasized Scripture as 'one book,' their presentation of this idea takes notably different forms, with Origen grounding Scripture's unity solely in the one divine Word, while Jerome speaks of the one Spirit, and Cyril mentions both Christ and the one Spirit. As I will come back to at the end of this paper, the differing presentations of this same idea in each author are perhaps due to their varied polemical contexts. I will first give the two texts from Jerome and Cyril that bear a striking similarity before then giving a fuller account of the argument of each author. Jerome, in commenting upon Isaiah I have underlined the corresponding portions of each authors' statement above in order to make the comparison clearer. The two passages are admittedly not identical. Jerome speaks of Scripture being 'written,' whereas Cyril has it being 'spoken.' Moreover, the order of the two halves of the assertion are reversed in Cyril's version, since he speaks first of Scripture as 'one book' and only then of the Spirit's authorship. Finally, Cyril does not present this statement as though it came from any other source than himself, so if he was drawing upon Jerome, he did not intend to make it explicit to his readers that he was doing so. Nevertheless, the two passages present clear similarities as well. Both authors ground Scripture's unity as one book in the Spirit's authorship. This basic point is not at all uncommon in patristic literature, nor is the description of the Spirit as the 'one Spirit' who inspired Scripture. 7 However, what is more unusual about the above passages is the explicit numerical link suggested between the 'one Spirit' and the 'one book' that is Scripture. Moreover, both Jerome and Cyril are commenting upon the same biblical text, Isaiah 29:11. For these reasons it seems clear that either Cyril was reading Jerome as he composed his own commentary, or both authors used some third, common source. The only other major commentary on Isaiah to have survived from this period that covers this text, that of Eusebius of Caesarea, omits the point made here by Jerome and Cyril as well as the cross-references they use as evidence for their reading. 8 Lost commentaries that could have served as a common source include those authored by Origen, Apollinaris, and Didymus. 9 Even though it is impossible to completely rule out the possibility that both Jerome and Cyril drew independently upon some third source, it seems more likely that Cyril had direct recourse to Jerome's commentary, especially in light of the many other parallels between the two 7
See, e.g., Theophilus of Antioch, Autol. 2. 35; 3.12; Epiphanius, anc. 94.9; pan. 66.85.11; Cyril of Jerusalem, cat. 16.4; 17.5 We should note at least two further relevant points about Jerome's exegesis in this passage. First, though the biblical text at hand speaks of a 'sealed book,' it nowhere makes mention of 'one book.' For this resaon, it seems that the idea of there being only 'one book' that is sealed appears to have been brought into Jerome's exegesis from somewhere else. As I will demonstrate below, the notion of 'one book' arises in Jerome's explanation because Isaiah 29:11 was one of a group of texts that Origen had previously used to emphasize the unity of the various books of Scripture. Second, the mention of the Spirit as that which grounds the unity of this 'one book' also stands out, since the Spirit does not appear in the biblical passage. In fact, nowhere else in Jerome's exposition of Isaiah 29:9-12, which occupies several paragraphs, does he discuss the Spirit. The Spirit appears in this one sentence to serve the purpose of grounding Scripture's unity 11 Jerome, In Isaiam 29:9-12 (CCSL 73.374). 8 as 'one book,' but plays no further role in Jerome's exegesis. It is unclear what to make of the mention of the Spirit, but we might suppose that this is another element which Jerome could be importing from an outside source.
Cyril's interpretation of the passage is fundamentally in keeping with that of Jerome, although he adds a few distinct touches to it. Following his usual exegetical approach, he takes the With this basic framework in place, Cyril, for the most part, follows Jerome's lead in interpreting the 'sealed book' of Isaiah 29:11. Like the earlier exegete, he interprets the sealing as an act of judgment upon faithless Israel:
Since they put the tutor (τὸν παιδαγωγὸν) to shame, and regarded the law from God as worthy of no honor, by turning instead to 'teachings and commandments of men' (Isa. 29:13; Matt. 15:8-9), so in a suitable manner the book of the divinely inspired Scripture 'was sealed,' (κατεσφραγίσθη . . . τὸ τῆς θεοπνεύστου Γραφῆς βιβλίον) and reasonably so; it was not fitting to enrich with understanding of the divinely inspired Scripture those who despised it. 13 As hinted at in the above reference to Christ as the 'tutor, ' Cyril' impossible to escape from sin if one uses many words (Prov. 10:19) . 21 How then can Origen's lengthy composition be justified?
Origen's initial response to this apparent difficulty is to problematize the literal sense of the text. Solomon himself, presumably the author of Ecclesiastes, composed thousands of proverbs (3 Kings 5:12-13 (LXX)), and Paul the Apostle taught all through the night on one occasion (Acts 20:7-10). If both of these outstanding figures of biblical history escaped sin while using many words, then the obvious, literal sense of Ecclesiastes 12:12 and Proverbs 10:19 must be insufficient.
Having set aside the plain sense of these passages, Origen establishes their true significance on a higher plane:
The complete Word of God who was in the beginning with God is not a multitude of words (πολυλογία), for it is not words (λόγοι). For it is one word (λόγος . . . εἷς) which has united many ideas, each of which is a part of the whole word. 22
In other words, for Origen, the unity of the one divine Word serves also to unify the many other words which are composed by humans. This assertion is in keeping with his broader theological principle that the Son is the grounds for unity in the world of multiplicity. 23 In light of this idea, Origen then redefines what it means to speak 'many words.' On the one hand, whatever is outside of the one Word is not 'a word' but is instead 'words,' since it lacks 'harmony and oneness.'
However, on the other hand, whoever speaks 'the things of truth, even if he says everything so as to leave out nothing, always speaks the one Word.' Applied to Scripture itself, this principle implies that 'all the sacred works are one book, but those outside the sacred are many' (ἓν βιβλίον τὰ πάντα ἅγια εἰπεῖν, πολλὰ δὲ τὰ ἔξω τούτων). 24
Origen's description of Scripture as ἓν βιβλίον immediately recalls Jerome's unus liber and
Cyril's βιβλίον ἓν. In fact, if we proceed a little further in Origen's exposition we find several further parallels with Jerome, and at least one with Cyril. After presenting his theological argument for the unity of Scripture and of his books in the one divine Word, Origen turns next to find 'evidence'
(µαρτύριον) from Scripture itself for this principle. Identifying the 'one Word' now as 'Christ,'
Origen notes that statements concerning him are not written merely in 'one book' of Scripture, but rather in the Pentateuch, in the prophets, in the psalms, 'and in general in all the Scriptures.' The latter phrase 'in all the Scriptures' is an allusion to Luke 24:27, and to further buttress his case Origen cites John 5:39, the same passage that Cyril will later cite in his exposition of Isaiah 29:11. 25
Thus, the emphasis on Christological unity that comes to the fore in Cyril's exegesis, yet which is no more than implicit in Jerome's, is also evident in Origen's commentary.
Nevertheless, from this point forward in Origen's explanation further parallels with Jerome are readily apparent, especially in terms of the cross-references the Alexandrian cites. Origen first quotes Psalm 39:8, in which Christ says he has been written about in 'the roll of the book.'
However, he recognizes a potential objection to this reading, since someone might suppose that 24 Origen, In Joannem 5.5 (SC 120.382) (trans., Heine, 163).
25
Origen, In Joannem 5.6 (SC 120.382).
Christ's statement in the psalm refers not to all of Scripture, but simply to the book of the psalms alone. In response Origen notes the lack of the demonstrative pronoun in the verse, which would presumably be required if the psalmist had intended to speak merely of the psalms. 26 It is not clear if Origen has specific individuals in mind in this section, but it is clear that here we have a parallel with Jerome's allusive remark that 'many suppose' that Christ breaks the seals of only the psalms of David. Jerome's mention of such persons stands a few lines before his citation of Psalm 39:8, so the connection between the two is not obvious, and as a result, it is unclear in his exposition why anyone would suppose that Christ only breaks the seals of the psalms. However, when placed back within Origen's original discussion, the notion makes more sense, since his mention of this idea follows on the heels of his citation of Psalm 39:8, and the question then naturally arises whether the statement of Psalm 39:8 refers simply to the book in which it occurs or more broadly to all of Scripture.
There are yet further parallels between Origen and Jerome. The mention of the 'scroll' of role that we can be sure he had in the controversy was his mere attendance at the Synod of the Oak in 403 34 , and only once in his surviving works does he name Origen. 35 On a couple of occasions in his Commentary on the Gospel of John he opposes the idea of the preexistence of souls, and it is possible that he has Origen in view in these passages, though it is difficult to know for certain. 36 Recently a scholar has put together a more solid case that the Alexandrian archbishop had
Origen's Johannine commentary before him when he opposed those who held to the angelic nature of John the Baptist. 37 Thus far no one has demonstrated a positive usage of Origen by Cyril, and the negative uses are scarce. Nevertheless, as I have here demonstrated, though he probably was unaware of the ultimate source of this tradition, there is little doubt that the archbishop was indebted to the erudition of the earlier Alexandrian, albeit mediated through the biblical scholarship of Jerome.
Furthermore, we see in each subsequent author a gradual development of this exegetical tradition. Jerome retains Origen's basic point that Scripture is one book, and also keeps many of his cross-references, but his presentation of them is more compressed, and, as a result, is not as clear as Origen's, especially with his allusion to those who suppose that only the psalms are sealed.
Moreover, almost entirely absent in Jerome's discussion is any notion that Scripture is united in Christ, much less in the divine Word who brings the many books of Scripture into his own unity. 
39
None of the passages Jerome cites are particularly common in Cyril's corpus, so it is not surprising that he chose not to use them. This is especially true for the reference to Revelation 5.
Citations from the Apocalypse are exceedingly scarce in Cyril's corpus.
thereby relates Scripture's unity to both the Son and the Spirit.
To some degree these shifts may be explained by the contexts of each author. Origen's discussion of Scripture as 'one book' is certainly the longest and most complex, and is undoubtedly not merely an attempt to justify the length of his commentary. Towards the end of his discussion he names the Marcionites as those who deny that Scripture is one book, and it is reasonable to suppose that his entire argument for Scripture's unity is intended as a subtle polemic against the followers of Marcion who were still a recent memory in his own day. 40 Jerome mentions no such contemporary opponent in his presentation, and the lack of a clear polemical target might be the cause of his more truncated version of Origen's earlier argument. By the time we come to Cyril, all that is left of Origen's original argument is the bare assertion of Scripture as 'one book,' yet in his commentary on Isaiah 29:11-12 a new polemical target has clearly come into view. In keeping with the recurring theme of his commentary to draw a line between the Jews of Isaiah's prophecy, the Jews of the first century, and the Jews of fifth-century Alexandria, the main polemical target of his exegesis are Jews who deny a Christological reading of the law and prophets, a reading which in Cyril's view ties all these books together as a single book. In fact, we may surmise that Cyril carried this comment from Jerome's commentary over into his own because he found it to be a useful principle for underlining the unity of the Scriptures in Christological exegesis.
Furtheremore, the example presented here of a small fragment of exegesis reaching from
Origen through Jerome to Cyril provides a window into the way the patristic exegetical tradition developed. Studies of patristic exegesis often approach a given author's entire corpus and search for previous authors who seem to share a basic exegetical methodology or hermeneutic. The Origen, In Joannem 5.7.
classic distinction between the so-called Alexandrian and Antiochene schools represents such an attempt to provide a global theory of development into which various authors are then situated.
However, attempting to provide a big-picture survey runs the risk of obscuring the way individual traditions could be passed on from one generation to another through their reappropriation and redeployment to address new challenges. By examining small case studies such as this one, we can observe the evolution of the patristic exegetical tradition up close, and discern both the traditionalism and the innovation present in various authors. Thus, for example, even though Origen continued to have lasting influence upon the later patristic exegetical tradition, his legacy was refracted through the individual theologies and concerns of each author. Because Cyril interprets Isaiah 29:11-12 through the lens of his own theology, a casual reader of his commentary would have no idea that the idea of Scripture as 'one book' had its origin in Origen. In this example of these three exegetes' interpretation of Isaiah 29:11, it is clear that Origen cast a long shadow over later patristic commentators, but as one moves further away from the man himself, the contours of his silhouette, while remaining faintly discernible, nevertheless become more indistinct as it gradually blends into multi-faceted eastern tradition.
